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THE COMPOSITION OF THE DE OBATORIBUS 
ANTIQUIS OP DIONYSIUS 

By Ralph Hermon Tukey 

In his introduction to the De oratoribus antiquis, Dionysius 
declares that his ultimate purpose in writing the work is to assist 
in the grand movement of expelling the meretricious Asianism 
and restoring the true Attic style. To this end he promises to 
select from the Attic writers such authors as are best suited for 
the reader to copy, and to point out what elements in each are 
most worthy of imitation. The present work is to be devoted to 
orators : at another time, if opportunity is afforded, he will discuss 
the historians. Accordingly he selects from the field of oratory 
six representative men, and divides them into two groups according 
to the period in which they lived, the earlier group, comprising 
Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus to be treated in the first division 
(owraf t? ) of the work, and the later group, including Demosthenes, 
Hyperides, and Aeschines, in the second. 

The first division with its essays on Lysias, Isocrates, and 
Isaeus has been preserved intact. We also have an essay on 
Demosthenes, which has come down to us under the title of irepi 
Trjs At] fioaOevoix; \e£e&>?, and which in all the important manuscripts 
is separated from the group of essays on Lysias, Isaeus, and Iso- 
crates by one or more of the other works of Dionysius. The scope 
and method of this essay differ materially from the plan that was 
outlined in the introduction to the De oratoribus antiquis and 
which was followed in the first division of that work. This wide 
divergence in treatment plainly separates it from the essays on 
Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus, and points to an independent origin. 
But on the other hand we have two undoubted references to this 
essay in other works of Dionysius which assign it to the De oratori- 
bus antiquis. It is the purpose of the paper to present a hypoth- 
esis which reconciles these two facts and suggests a solution for 
certain other difficulties that are found in the extant essay on 
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Demosthenes. Briefly stated it is this, that Dionysius completed 
the De oratoribus antiquis according to his original plan and that 
afterward, for reasons which will appear later in the discussion, 
he wrote another essay on Demosthenes and incorporated it into 
the De oratoribus antiquis. 

The first avvTagv;, which follows closely the plan outlined in 
the introduction, in its closing sentences renews the promise of a 
second part in which Demosthenes, Hyperides, and Aeschines 
should be discussed. 1 That this second part was actually com- 
pleted and contained essays on the three later orators is made 
evident by the opening sentences of the essay on Dinarchus, 2 where 
Dionysius says that he did not include Dinarchus in his work on 
the Attic orators because he was "neither an inventor of a special 
type of style, as was Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus, nor was he a 
perfecter of the discoveries of others like Demosthenes, Aeschines, 
and Hyperides." 3 If for any reason we assume that the second 
part was never written, or that it was left incomplete and did not 
include Aeschines and Hyperides, we take away the occasion for 
any explanation on the part of Dionysius with regard to his failure 
to treat Dinarchus in that work and leave this sentence without 
point or meaning. Furthermore, the detailed statements (quoted 
below) about the style of Hyperides which are found in the De 
Dinarcho indicate that Dionysius had worked out a systematic 
treatment of that author at least ; and the manner in which they 

1 De Isaeo 124. 8. 629, hrtpav Si ipxV lroifyropai tov \6yov irepl re Ai)fu><r64vovs Kal 
'TirepelSov Kal rpirov \tyiav Kltrxlvov. 

2 The correctness of this conclusion seems to be generally admitted by those who 
have examined the passage. Cf . Blass De Dionysii Halicarnassensis scriptis rhetoricis, 
p. 11 ; Roessler Dionysii Halicarnassensis scriptorum rhetorum fragmenta, p. 8 ; 
Oroiset Histoire de la literature grecque V. 360, footnote; Egger Denys d'Hali- 
carnasse, p. 30. Wilamowitz " Lesefruchte," Hermes XXXIV. 626, seems to have 
overlooked this passage, and in fact to have given scant attention to the essay on 
Dinarchus; otherwise he would not have chided Dionysius so severely for lack of 

interest in Hyperides: "Hyperides lag dem Dionys dauernd fern Wir 

finden denn nirgend Spuren, dass er diesein Redner das verdiente Interesse zugewandt 
hatte." 

3 jrepi Aeivdpx ov T0 " (SlJTOpos oiSiv elpt)K<!>s iv rots irepl t&v ipxaloiv ypacpeunv Sta tA 
/uiJtc eipcrtjr ISlov yeyovivai x"'P al ' T VP os tAk &"Spa, &<rirtp t&v Av<rlav Kal Tiv'I<roKp&Ti)v 
Kal r)>v'\<ratov, yaijre T(3k ebpt)nivav eripott Tt\«wn}i', &<rrep t&v Arjfuxr Otv-q Kal t&v A.l<rxlr>l 
Kal t&v 'TirepelSriv 
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are introduced presupposes an acqaintance with such a treatment 
on the part of the reader. 1 

From an examination of the references to these three orators 
in De Dinarcho and elsewhere in the works of Dionysius, we may 
hope to gain some idea of the contents of the second part. We 
may infer from the passage already quoted from De Dinarcho, 
that, as Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus each represented a particular 
style, so Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Hyperides were regarded 
as perfecters of three separate styles, or rather that the new elements 
introduced by each of the earlier orators were regarded as more 
highly developed or more skilfully combined with other qualities 
in the corresponding later orators. Such a correspondence is 
obvious in the case of Isaeus and Demosthenes, where the nascent 
SeivoTt)? of Isaeus finds its perfect development in the more finished 
eloquence of Demosthenes. 2 x^P^ i s * ne common element in 
Lysias and Hyperides and the advance is made in the case of 
Hyperides by combining this quality with effectiveness (^a/an-o? 
fiearfc iarr ical Bok&v airXovs ovk airtjWaiCTcu BeivoTVTOS, De 
imitatione 213. 8. 435). That the two men were associated in 
the mind of Dionysius is shown by the following references: rod 
8' "TTrepeiBeiov rat? re oltcovo/iiais a/cpi^earepov ical rah tcaTacnceval 1 ; 
yevpaiorepov ttw? ovtos t&v Avcnatcwv, De Dinarcho 304. 12. 640; 
6 8' 'TTrepetSj)? Kara fiev ttjv eicXoyfjv t&v 6vofiaTa>v rjTTaTcu Avcriov, 
Kara Be top irpayfianicbv tottov oia<f>epet,, ibid., 305. 11. 641; 6 Be 
'T7T€/oetSij9 euo-TO^o? fiev, airdviov 8' av% t)Tiic&' ical ry fiev ttj? (f>pd<rea><; 
Ktnacritevy Avcriav wreptjpicdK , Tjj Be t?j? evpecreax; •wavovpyia, irdvra<;, 
De imit. 213. 3. 435. There is less material for establishing a 
similar relationship between Isocrates and Aeschines. No other 
mention is made of Aeschines in the essay on Dinarchus, and 
elsewhere in the works of Dionysius no comparison between the 
two men is found. But in the summary criticism of the more 
important Greek authors which appears in the epitome of the work 
on Imitation, the style of each is said to be irofiiriicos [De imit. 

1 Further evidence for the existence of an essay on Hyperides is found in the state- 
ment of a scholiast on Hermogenes (Walz Rh. Or. VII. 1048) : Aiovtiaiov, Ssrcpl %apa)t- 
rijpos SUXafle AvirLov Atjiao<t0£vov$ 'JffOKpdrovs 'TirepefSov Qovkv$1$ov, 

2 De Isaeo 123. 23. 628: Srt pai 8o<t« ttjs Arj/juxrBtvovs SeivdrriTos, f)v o60cts iariv St 06 
re\eiOT&rr)v airaaav oferoi ytviaSai, rd avipftara xal tAs dpxdt otros o d>j)p irapa<rx«". 
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212. 3. 432 and 212. 19. 434), and hmpyfc (ibid. 212. 3. 432, and 

213. 1. 434). The first-named quality is peculiar to each as 
compared with the other members of his group and may have 
served as a basis for associating the two men. We must not 
imagine that Dionysius attempted to find a perfect exemplification 
of the relation of inventor to perfecter in each of the three 
pairs of orators. According to the closing sentence of the essay 
on Isaeus, he conceived of the three men in the last group as 
possessing supreme excellence in the command of the rhetorical 
art and great effectiveness in real contests. 1 Naturally this was 
not equally true of all of the three men, nor were the two quali- 
ties mentioned present in each in the same relative degree. 
Aeschines evidently owed his prominence to the second of these 
qualities more than to the first. 2 In some respects he must have 
appeared at a disadvantage in the comparison with Isocrates, but, 
as Hyperides is said to surpass Lysias by reason of his combining 
charm and effectiveness, so Aeschines would overmatch Isocrates 
by reason of the fact that he, too, possessed the element of effec- 
tiveness in addition to the showy qualities of Isocrates (iroinriKoi 
apa ical 8eiv6<;, De imit. 212. 19. 434). 

We may perhaps go a little farther and attempt to reconstruct 
the essays in outline. In the essay on Hyperides, for example, 
there would be the usual opening chapter, giving a brief account 
of his life, which would be followed by an enumeration of his aperai. 
Then there would be a detailed comparison between Hyperides 
and Lysias in point of style (\efts). In choice of words Hyperi- 
des is found to be inferior to Lysias (De Din. 305. 11. 641) ; his 
diction is more elaborate (De imit. 213. 4. 435) and less clear 
(De Din. 305. 9. 641) . In the arrangement of words he resembles 
Lysias in simplicity but surpasses him in vigor (De Din. 306. 17. 
643). The second half of the essay would contain a comparison 
between the two as regards subject-matter (to. Trpdy^ara). In 
invention (evpe<ri<;) Hyperides is found to surpass not only Lysias, 

1 De Isaeo 124. 9. 629 : ij yap $ij TeXetordri; faTopiid} ical rb Kpdros twv ivaycovlcov 
\bycov iv toi5t<hs rots tLvdpaffiv towev eJvcu. 

2 De imit. 212. 20. 434 : ical oi iravv p£v £vt*x vo Si t V ^ irapa rrjs cpfoetos etixepela 
KexopTjyiJ/jUvos. 
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who himself is very clever in this respect (De Lysia 25. 12. 486), 
but all the other orators as well (De imit. 213. 5. 435). In the 
discussion of the management of his material (oUovo/iia) Isaeus 
also would be introduced and we should be shown how Hyperides 
adopted and extended some of the innovations of Isaeus, e. g., in 
giving greater elaboration to the arguments (De Din. 305. 13. 641 ; 
cf . De Isaeo 95. 22. 590 and 111. 22. 612) . The essay on Aeschi- 
nes would follow a similar outline, using Isocrates for the main 
comparison and contrast. 

The essay on Demosthenes 1 would give a more adequate state- 
ment of the relation of Demosthenes to Isaeus and to the other 
orators, and would correct the exaggerated notion of the importance 
of Isaeus which is conveyed by the De Isaeo when taken by itself. 2 
In that essay Dionysius was anxious to establish a connection 
between Isaeus and Demosthenes, in order to justify the promi- 
nence that he gives Isaeus there by making him the subject of one 
of the essays in the series." For that reason he seized every pos- 

1 The three lists of the six orators (De or. ant. 7. 17. 451 ; De Isaeo 124. 8. 629 ; De 
Dinarcho 297. 4. 629) agree in giving Demosthenes as first in the second group, which 
indicates that the essay on Demosthenes was the first in the second part of the De ora- 
toribus antiquis. This position rather than that of last in the series was doubtless 
chosen because of his relation to Isaeus, who thus immediately precedes him. With 
reference to the other two orators the lists are divided. The two lists that antedate 
the second part place Hyperides second and Aeschines third but the later list gives 
Aeschines as second and Hyperides third. It is probable that the earlier lists give the 
order according to the original plan of Dionysius but that after the composition of the 
second part had been begun, the order was changed to that which appears in the later 
list. It would appear that the first arrangement was due to the fact that Aeschines' 
position among the later orators was somewhat analogous to that held by Isaeus among 
the earlier, in that his importance in the present work is due to his historical relation 
to Demosthenes as well as to his own merits as an orator. Cf. De Isaeo 123. 21. 628 
and 124. 8. 629: rbv Sk Si) Tpfrrov 'laatov rf Tis epocr6 fie rtvos tvena Tpo<re$4iiTjv, Avelov 
8j) fijXttfTj)!' 6vra, ratirt\v b\v airy (palnv ri)v airtav, Sri fwi Soicei T^s ArifuxrOe'vovs deivti- 
tijtos .... trepl re AyfUMrBe'vovs <coi 'TrfpelSov koX Tptrov Xiyuv Altrxivov. Here rplrov 
seems to be an echo of rplrov above, and carries with it some of the apologetic associa- 
tions. But because of this very relation to Demosthenes it was found desirable to 
abandon the original order and to treat Aeschines in the essay immediately following 
that on Demosthenes. Dionysius followed the same order in his treatment of these 
orators in the De imitatione. The chiastic arrangment is doubtless accidental. 

2 In De Din. 313. 21. 656 ; 320. 12. 666, and De Dem. 251. 5. 1127, Dionsyius seems to 
refer to another work on Demosthenes which dealt largely with questions of chronology 
and authenticity, subjects which were only incidentally treated in the De oratoribus 
antiquis. Of. De Lysia 22. 8. 481 ; 25. 3. 485 ; De Isaeo 94. 12. 589. 

3 Cf. De Isaeo 123. 21. 628. In the De imitatione Isaeus was omitted altogether and 
his place in Dionysius' canon of the Six Orators was given to Lycurgus. 
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sible opportunity to call attention to the features in which Isaeus 
resembled his great successor and deferred the more complete 
presentation of the sources of Demosthenes' eloquence until he 
should treat him in a separate essay. If the references to Demos- 
thenes and Isaeus in the De Dinarcho reflect the views that were 
expressed in the lost essay on Demosthenes, which seems probable, 
Dionysius would there credit Isaeus with certain innovations which 
play an important part in the works of Demosthenes, 1 but regarded 
him as only one of a number of sources from which Demosthenes 
derived his training and inspiration. 2 

We still have the existing essay on Demosthenes to account for. 
Unfortunately a fragment containing the introduction has been 
lost; otherwise, the question of its position among the works of 
Dionysius might never have been raised. There is, however, in 
chap, xxxiii a restatement of a part of the lost introduction, which 
is important for our present purpose and has hitherto received too 
little attention. According to this passage the purpose of the 
essay was to show that Demosthenes possessed the best and most 
serviceable style for addressing all classes of men, 3 surpassing in 
this respect not only the other orators but the philosophers as 
well.' The presence of any introduction whatsoever would dif- 
ferentiate this essay from the essays on Lysias, Isocrates, and 
Isaeus, where the necessary information of that sort was provided 
in the general introduction to the whole work. But this intro- 
duction discloses a purpose which is foreign to that which was 
announced in the introduction of the De oratoribus antiquis and 
was evident in the essays in the first division of that work. There 
Dionysius declared that his immediate object in writing was to give 
assistance to those who were trying to form their style by the 
imitation of classic models, and it was from the standpoint of 
imitation that he discussed the three earlier orators. But in the 

We Din. 297. t. 629; cf. De Isaeo 123. 24. 628. 

*De Din. 305. 17. 642 ; cf . Ad Amm. 259. 11. 723 ; De Dem. 143. 11. 974. 

s De Dem. 202. 9. 1058 : j; jrp60e<r« ifc /«>i «cal iir&yyehim tou \A70u, KparteTy X^f « «oi 
wp&s diraffav avdpdnrov tpfoip iip/xoa^ini /ieTpi(braTa Aijfw<T0ivtj Kexpyp^vov iirideQai. 

*Ibid. 202. 16. 1059: avriTapaffels airy ras tu>v SXhwv pifrbpuv re Kal <j>i\o<r6<t>o)i> 
X^|«s T&5 Kp6.Ti.aTa Soicofoas ex""- 
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De Demosthene his only concern is to establish the pre-eminence 
of Demosthenes — especially over Plato. There is now no refer- 
ence to imitation and the work takes the form of argument 
rather than of exposition. Furthermore, the scope of his treat- 
ment is extended beyond the boundaries which were observed in 
the De oratoribus antiquis. There the discussion was confined 
strictly to the orators; but in this essay orators, historians, and 
philosophers are treated without apparent distinction, so far as it 
is a question of their relation to the subject under discussion. 

Even more striking evidence of the independent origin of the 
De Dem. is found in the treatment of Isaeus in this essay. In the 
De Isaeo he was represented as having introduced the element, 
SeivoTt]?, which was the most characteristic feature of the oratory of 
Demosthenes, and frequent references were made to Demosthenes' 
indebtedness to him in other respects. But in the De Dem. he is 
mentioned but once and then as one of six writers who exhibit 
"nothing new or unusual."' It is highly improbable, to say the 
least, that such a statement would be found in this essay, if it had 
immediately followed De Isaeo as a part of the same series. 

The underlying motive of the essay, as may be inferred from 
the controversial tone of some of its passages, is the refutation of 
what Dionysius regarded as extravagant claims of the advocates 
of Plato. 2 After the second part of the De oratoribus antiquis had 
been completed, the attention of Dionysius, we may suppose, was 
called to the fact that, while he had shown in that work that Demos- 
thenes stood first among the orators, such pre-eminence did not 
preclude a representative of history or philosophy from being 
awarded the primacy in the whole field of prose literature. It 
was to refute the claims of the advocates of Plato that he then 
prepared this second essay on Demosthenes. Apparently we have 
here another chapter in that never-ending controversy between the 

1 De Dem. 143. 6. 974: * AvT«ptov 7&p 5t? koX Qe68o>pos ical T\o\vKpdrTjs 'I<rat6s re kclI 
ZulXos xal ' A.va(in4vT)s nal o! Kara rods airobs 7cyA^CTOi roirois xP^vovs oiBiv oSre Kaivbv 
aire irtpmbv iireTT/iSewav. I shall later return to this passage and attempt to give its 
proper interpretation. 

2 De Dem. 178. 16. 1024 : irpis SJ) roiatiras CriroXi^cts Kal reparelas i.vSpiinru>v ijiJiiTe- 
\tj3v irepl \670us, 0? rijv etiyevyj KaTcurtcevijp oiiK tvaffivifi rls Tror" 1 karlv oi)5£ MvavTax, wa&av 
elptaveiav &<j>els, 10s W0uffa, Sia\4^0fiai. 
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partisans of rhetoric and those of philosophy. In the Epistle to 
Ammaeus he has already refuted the assertion that Demosthenes 
derived his skill in oratory from his study of the precepts of 
Aristotle. Now he is aroused by the renewal of the old claim 1 of 
the philosophers that Plato had surpassed all others in writing and 
speaking and should be taken as the standard for the simple style 
of the dialogue and also for the more vigorous style of public 
address, 2 in fact, that he not only stood first among the philoso- 
phers, but as an orator outshone even Demosthenes in his own 
field. For Plato's simpler style in the colloquial parts of the dia- 
logues Dionysius has only words of commendation, 3 but his criti- 
cisms of Plato's supposed attempts at oratory are severe and in 
some instances betray a lack of appreciation of the spirit in which 
Plato composed them. 4 To speak in his own terminology, Dio- 
nysius is sometimes guilty of condemning Plato's Bvva/xK before 
he has gained an adequate conception of his irpoaipeo-R. 

But in spite of the occasional thrust, it is evident that Diony- 
sius tried to avoid giving to the essay a polemical cast and endeav- 
ored to present the appearance of studied impartiality. 5 In order 
to give to the work the form of a logical demonstration, he had 
recourse to the doctrine of the three types of style. His method 
of proof is that of elimination. If the prose authors be divided 
into three groups according to style, and the best author, or authors, 
in each group be selected, it is then necessary merely to show that 
a given author is superior to each of these foremost representatives 
in order to demonstrate his superiority over them and all others in 
the given groups. Accordingly he endeavors to show that 
Demosthenes is superior to Thucydides, the representative of the 
elevated style, to Lysias, the representative of the plain style, and 

'Of. Cicero Orator 62; Brutus 121. 

2 De Dem. 178. 8. 1024 : ml p.&\urra iirel rives a£iov<n ir&vrwv airiv diro<fralveiv 
<pt.\o<rb(jiWv re Kal friyrdpo)? ep/iyvevaai ra irpdyfiara Saifiovu^rarov irapaKeKevovrai re Tjfxiv 
Spip Kal kA.vovi xpwfai Kaffapwv ipa Kal l(rx»pdv \iywv roir<? rip avSpl. 

8 Of. De Dem. 178. 21. 1025 ; 179. 8. 1025 ; 138. 18. 967. 

* Doubtless much of this criticism goes back to those earlier critics of Plato to 
whom he refers in chap, v and whom he names in the Epistle to Pompeius (De Pomp. 
226. 12. 757). viz. : Cephisodorus, Theopompus, Zoilus, Hippodamas, and Demetrius. 

"Of. 179. 18. 1026; Ad. Pomp. 222. 11. 752. 
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to Isocrates and Plato, the representatives of the middle, or mixed 
style. 

The essay, as has already been stated, is argumentative rather 
than didactic, and in it Dionysius is interested primarily in estab- 
lishing the pre-eminence of Demosthenes. All considerations of 
sources or historical relationships are suborndinated to this main 
purpose. With this in mind we can now interpret his single 
reference to Isaeus: iropevaofiai B J iirl tov At) fiocrdetnjv, oti Br) xdpw 
tous re xapaKTrjpas ri)? \e£ea)?, ou? r/yovfirjv elvat, KpaTicrTOvs, Kal tow? 
SvvacrT€vcravTa<; iv avroR KaTTjpiO/Mr/o-dfiijv, ov% airavTw; • 'Avri<f>a>v 
yap Br) Kal SedBmpo 1 ; Kal IIo\v«:paT»;s 'Icrato's re Kal Z&h'\o? Kal 
' Avaj;tfievr)<; Kal oi Kara tov? avrovs yevofievot, tovtok xpovovs ovOev 
ovTe Kaivbv ovre irepiTTOv e-rrerr)heva , av, aXka airb tovtcov tS>v %apaK- 
Trjpcov Kal irapa tovtovs tou? Kavovas to? eavT&v \ef et? KareaKevaaav 
[De Dem. 143. 2. 974). The historical point of view has been 
abandoned, and in the whole field of prose literature Dionysius 
sees three types of style (xapaKTrjpe 1 ; tt)? \e'fea>?), each with its 
own representatives. Among these leaders, Isaeus has no claim 
to prominence and may be disregarded in the demonstration of the 
primacy of Demosthenes. The expression ovOev ovre Kaivbv ovre 
irepiTTov is not to be taken absolutely, but is to be interpreted in 
the light of the context and of the underlying purpose of the essay. 
So far as it was a question of the three styles without regard to 
their development, Isaeus presented nothing novel. His histori- 
cal relation to Demosthenes is neither affirmed nor denied. 

What has been said up to this point with reference to this essay 
on Demosthenes applies only to the first part, which ends with 
chap, xxxiv. This section of the essay has a certain completeness 
in itself, as is indicated by the last sentence in chap, xxxii [De 
Dem. 202. 5.1058): fiovKopai Be Br) KalcrvWoyiaaadai raelptjfieva 
i% apxfjs Kal Bell;ai 7rdv0\ ocra irrrecrxdfiriv apxpnevos tt)? deapias tov 
XeKTiKOV toVov, ireiroirjKOTa e/A,avr6v. The opening sentence of 
chap, xxxiv 1 shows that this treatment of Demosthenes from the 
standpoint of style (Xe/m/ed? totto?) was to be followed immedi- 

l De Dem. 203. 22. 1060: 6\lya roirois in irpo<r6eh irepl rijs X^letos, iirl ri kotoX«- 
irifuvov Tt}s .... ffeuplas pJpos /«Ta/3ij<ro/uu. By comparing this passage with the one 
quoted above, it will be seen that rb KaTaheurbiuvov ptpos must refer to the wpayimri- 
xbv liipot. 
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ately by a treatment of his subject-matter (■7rpay/jt,aTiicb<: toVo?), as 
was Dionysius' practice in other essays. But instead of proceeding 
with this topic, in the following chapters he discussed at length 
the subject of "composition," 1 which belongs under the Xe/m/eo? 
roiros. For some reason the proposed treatment was abandoned 
or deferred, and a new topic was substituted in its place. 

Blass 2 in his earliest published work called attention to the 
fact that this essay on Demosthenes contained two references to 
the essay on "Composition" {-n-epl a-vvdea-eax; ovofidrmv), which 
would indicate that the De compositione was written before the 
De Demosthene, while the essay on "Composition" had one 
reference to the essay on Demosthenes, from which the opposite 
conclusion might be drawn. 3 Blass attempted to solve the diffi- 
culty by suggesting that, after writing a part of the essay on 
Demosthenes, Dionysius laid it aside to write the essay on "Com- 
position," and later returned to the essay on Demosthenes. 4 He 
did not indicate any definite point where the essay on Demosthe- 
nes was broken off, nor did he have faith enough in his own 
hypothesis to place the De compositione between the De Isaeo 
and the De Demosthene when he gave his complete list of the 
extant works of Dionysius in their chronological order. 5 Roessler 6 

1 This term refers both to the arrangement and to the structure of words, i. e. the 
arrangement of letters and syllables within the word. 

2 De Dionysii Halircarnassensis scriptis rhetoricis, Bonn, 1863. 

3 De Dem. 236. 11. 1106: toi>5 inrop.vriiMTuriu>bs rifi&y \apwv, oOj irepl tjjj ovvdiaews 
TcirpayiMTeiiieBa; ibid. 239. 14. 1111 : irhrreis iv rots irepl tijs <rvv6ieeas ypaipeiaiv diro- 
SeSoiKds; De Comp. 77. 8.118: iv oh hv ri)v itf/t)\iii> Kal irepm^y Kal (yKariaKevov SiwK-y 
tpp&aiv, ivip S>v iripwBl pjoi SijXoCtoi <ra(p(<rTepov. Of. De Dem. chaps, v, vi. 

* " Postquam primam partem absolvit libri de Demosthene, ad opus de composi- 
tione conscribendum delatus Tel rogatu Rufi vel alia de causa qualicumque, hoc pri- 
mum fecit, deinde ad Demosthenem reversus est." — Op. cit., p. 9. 

s "Ordo igitur scriptorum adhuc manentium, si quis eum e temporis rationibus 
instituere velit, hie erit : (1) Epistula ad Amm. I, (2) De compositione, (3) De oratori- 
bus antiquis (De Lysia Isocrate Isaeo, De Demosthene, .... )." — Ibid., p. 30. 

"Dionysii Halircarnensis scriptorum rheticorum fragmenta collegit, disposuit, 
praefatus est Car. Theod. Roessler, Leipzig, 1873, p. 4: "Dionysius cum verba (p. 118 
K.) 6wip &v eripoidl p.oi driXovrai <ra</>i<TTepov conecribeTet, non sine animi quadam alacri- 
tate se ipse ea jam intuebatur eonficientem et exponentem, quae futuro demum tem- 
pore persecutes est." Blass in his review of this dissertation in the Philologvscher An- 
zeiger V (1873). 353, rejects this interpretation and defends the use of the present for 
a perfect by referring to the general practice of using the present for the perfect in giv- 
ing citations: "Cicero 6agt, o <pt\6<ro<pos ypd(pa (Ad Amm. I. 263. 12. 729), Si)\oi 
$<.\6 X opos" (ibid. 267. 11. 734), etc. 
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attempted to remove the difficulty by interpreting the reference 
in De compositione as referring forward to De Dem., which was not 
yet composed, making 8t)\ovTcu a vivid use of the present which 
reaches into the future. Croiset 1 interprets the same passage as 
referring to later chapters of the De compositione. But there is 
an absence of any exact correspondence between the demands of 
the reference and the passages to which the reference is supposed 
to be made. 

When, however, the fact is noted that the essay on Demosthe- 
nes naturally falls into two distinct parts, and its references to the 
essay on "Composition" are in the second part, while the refer- 
ence in the latter essay is to the first part of the essay on Demos- 
thenes, it is at once suggested that the essay on " Composition " 
belongs chronologically between the two parts of the essay on 
Demosthenes. If we place it in this position, the references in the 
second part of the De Demosthene refer back to the De composi- 
tione and the reference in the De compositione refers back to the 
first part of the De Demosthene. Thus we may at the same time 
satisfy all these references and find an explanation for the break 
in the structure of the essay on Demosthenes. At the point 
mentioned Dionysius laid aside his work on Demosthenes in order 
to prepare the essay on "Composition," which was to serve as a 
birthday gift [De comp. 3. 5. 1) to his pupil, Rufus Metilius. 
While working on this essay, by a new combination of old 
material he wrought out a systematic treatment, which marked 
an important advance in his treatment of the subject of avv- 
Qtavi. With this new knowledge he returned to the essay on 
Demosthenes and, instead of completing it according to the 
original plan, he restated his doctrine of "composition" and 
applied it to Demosthenes. 

The purpose of the second half of the essay, as is stated by 
Dionysius in chap, xxxvi, was first to show what was the x a P aKr VP 
of the "composition," or "harmony" of Demosthenes, secondly, 
what means he employed to secure this xapaKTrjp, and thirdly, by 
what signs his peculiar x a P aKT VP could be distinguished from that 

1 Histoire de la littirature grecque V, p. 361, footnote : " Le ch. xi du jr. oivBes. se 
referre, selon moi, aux ch. xxi et suivants du meme ouvrage." 
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of other writers. 1 The first topic he treats in chaps, xxxvii-xlvi, 
the second in chaps, xlvii-xlix, and the third in chap. 1. Here then 
we no longer have argument but exposition. In the first half of the 
essay Dionysius introduced the three types of style as a means of 
demonstrating the primacy of Demosthenes. But in the second 
half he discusses the three types of "composition," or "harmony," 
for the purpose of making clear the meaning of the terms which 
he employs in describing the "composition" of Demosthenes and 
for giving to the treatment greater educational value. 2 After de- 
scribing the three types of "composition" and naming their fore- 
most representatives he quotes a passage from Thucydides to illus- 
trate the severe (avo-Trjpd) type of "composition," a passage from 
Isocrates to illustrate the smooth {ykafyvpa) type, and a passage 
from Herodotus to illustrate the middle, or mixed type. But 
there is no attempt at comparison between Demosthenes and the 
authors that are quoted. He does not even try to demonstrate 
the superiority of Demosthenes over the other orators, but con- 
tents himself saying that everybody, even his rival Aeschines, 
granted that. Any comparison with Plato is carefully avoided.* 
This composite essay now contained much material that was not 
found in the earlier essay on Demosthenes and introduced new 
methods of approach to the orators in general. Dionysius' earlier 
treatment of style, as we see it exemplified in the essays on Lysias, 
Isocrates, and Isaeus, was based principally on the doctrine of the 
qualities (aperaty of style. This did not admit of a division 
between choice of words and "composition" and led to a some- 
what meager treatment of the latter topic. Furthermore, the 
earlier essays, limited as they were in scope, failed to give a view 
of the relative position of the orators in the general literature of 

1 De Dem. 208. 6. 1066 : rls Si 6 tt)s appavlas airov x a P aKT ^IP * a ' i*"4 irotas ytyover 
iTriTTjdeOffeus toiovtos Kal irwj &v rts airrbv dtayvolrj irape£eTd£w &r4pois, ravrl ireip&ffopai 

2 DeDem. 223. 13. 1087: tv' tweiSav airoipalvupni yvibpvqv Sri ri)v pia-rjv renal p.iKri)i> 
ipfuivtav iireTrfSewcv i Aripu><r04mis, p.i)5eU {nroTvyx&ry /«>< ratha \4y<av • 'al yap Axpat 
rives elfflv appovtai; Kal rls avrwv ixar^pas ij (pticris Kal rls ij pxl-is 4) i) Kpaffis airy; oidev 
yap Sj; twv .... ixpuv.' roirov piv Si) wptbrov x^pi", ^"P %4>V, ixeiva ■/jmy- 
K&*r$i}v irpoeiireTv, £ireira, tva pot pij iwv&kwXos jj p.TjSe afoTTjpbs 6 X670S, dXX' <exV Ttvas 
eOwatde&rovs diaywy&s. 

»Cf. De Dem. 233. 9. 1087. 
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the time. This new matter made the later essay on Demosthe- 
nes a valuable supplement to the preceding essays in the De ora- 
toribus antiquis. In length it is equal to the first avvrafys of that 
work and was probably added as a third (rwra^, 1 although later, 
owing to the greater interest of the material which it contained, 
it displaced the second o-wraft?, which disappeared from circula- 
tion. That this essay on Demosthenes was incorporated into the 
De oratoribus antiquis by Dionysius is shown by two references 
in his own works. In the Epistle to Pompeius, which was written 
in reply to some criticisms which he had received with reference 
to his treatment of Plato in this essay, Dionysius quotes De Dem. 
136. 11. 965 — 139. 20. 969 as being iv tt) wept t&v 'Attik&v Trpay- 
fiaTeia prjropcov [Ad Pomp. 226. 22. 758), and in the Second 
Epistle to Ammaeus he refers to his discussion of Thucydides: 
iv rot? irepl t&v apyaioiv prjToptov 7rpo? to <rbv ovofia avvraj(j9elcnv 
vn-op,vqp,aTiait,ol<i [Ad Amm. II. 421. 9. 789). 

The lack of uniformity in the terms which Dionysius uses for 
referring to his work on the orators is significant as indicating 
the loose and flexible nature of its structure. Besides the two 
passages just quoted, there is but one other direct reference to 
this collection in the works of Dionysius. In the opening sen- 
tence of the essay on Dinarchus he speaks of his treatment of 
certain orators: iv to2<; -jrepl t&v ap-^aiatv ypa<f>e2<riv., where ptjTopcov 
is to be supplied from the preceding priTopos. Thus the collection 
of essays may be referred to as ij TrpayfiaTeta, to, inro/jivr)(iaTto-iJ.d, 
or more freely, ra ypacftevTa, and even irepl t5>v 'Attik&v pr)Topa>v 
alternates with irepl t5>v ap%aia>v prjTopcov. Such freedom in the use 
of titles is not strange in view of the general nature of the subject 
of the work, nor is it a matter for surprise that such a work 

'Rabe, "Die rhetorischen Schriften des Diortys von Halicarrtass," Rheinisches 
Museum XLVIII (1893). 149, maintained that Dionysius always used the word (riiirafis 
in the sense of a work that is composed of parts. "Also riirajis ist immer eine Art 
' Sammelband,' mag derselbe nun in Bticher getheilt sein, wie bei Deinias (Schol. Eur. 
Or. 872 .... Aeivlas iv 8' rijs irpdrris ffvirdfews), oder in solche Theile, wie bei 
Dionys (hier je 3 Kapitel?)." Among the passages which he cites is De Dem. 231. 19. 
1099, iro\i y&p iv i) <rivTo£is rb /ojkos \dpoi .... iirdveifiu 8' oSv tirl rk Xowrd, &v 4v 
apxv irpov84fir)v ipeiv. But the context clearly shows that the <j-iWa{is here mentioned 
is none other than the single essay on Demosthenes, which was then drawing toward 
its close. One may well question the application of Rabe's definition to De or. ant. 6. 
4. 449; De Thuc. 334. 4. 823; Ad Pomp. 224. 3. 754, etc. 
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received an additional section which was not provided for in the 
original plan. 

Three typical hypotheses with various modifications in details 
have been suggested for explaining the composition of the De 
oratoribus antiquis. Blass 1 held that in the latter part of the 
work Dionysius discussed Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Hyperi- 
des and that the De Demosthene formed a part of the treat- 
ment of Demosthenes, being followed by another essay in which 
Demosthenes was treated from the standpoint of subject-matter. 
The objections to any hypothesis that makes De Dem. follow 
the essay on Isaeus as a part of the same series have already 
been shown. Wilamowitz 2 has suggested that Dionysius aban- 
doned his plan for six essays when he entered upon his treatment 
of Demosthenes and that the De Dem. completed the series. 
This is open to the same objections as the hypothesis of Blass, and, 
furthermore, it disregards the passage in the De Dinarcho and 
other evidence which indicate that the original plan was actually 
carried out. Croiset 3 felt the difficulty of making De Dem. har- 
monize with the essays on Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus and 
attempted to solve the difficulty by assuming that De Dem. was 
an independent essay but contained portions of an earlier essay on 
Demosthenes which had formed a part of the De oratoribus 
antiquis. But this hypothesis gives us little relief because it is 
the sections treating of Plato and Thucydides, referred to else- 
where by Dionysius, which afford Croiset evidence for the 
existence of an earlier essay, and which, according to the hypo- 
thesis, must have been in that essay. But these are the very 
elements which are foreign to the general scope of De or. ant. 
and should not be found there. 

The hypothesis here presented — that the extant essay on 
Demosthenes is a later work which was afterward incorporated 
into the De oratoribus antiquis — affords a basis for explaining the 

1 Blass De Dion. Hal. script, rhet., pp. 10 ff. 

2 Wilamowitz " Lesefruchte," Rh. M-us. XXXIV. 626. 

'Croiset, Hist, de la lit. grec. V. 363 ff. In the reference to Lysias in De Dem. 
130. 19. 956: tIs Si ty ij irpoalpeffis a&rov xal rls ij Stivatus, iv t% irp6 Tavnjs ded^Xatrat 
ypa<t>v, the word ypatprj is to be taken as referring to the collection of six essays rather 
than to the first three, for which Dionysius uses the term <n}irafis. 
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peculiar nature of the contents of that essay and satisfies the refer- 
ences to it in other works of Dionysius. According to this hypo- 
thesis, we are to suppose that the De oratoribus antiquis at first 
contained two sections (<rwTa|e«) ; that later a third was added 
which contained a new presentation of the stylistic merits of 
Demosthenes and proof of his pre-eminence that still later, prob- 
ably after the death of Dionysius, the second section, containing 
the essays on Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Hyperides, ceased 
to be copied and disappear from circulation, because in these 
Dionysius had followed the same method of treatment that he 
employed in the first section with consequent monotony arising 
from its repeated application. Thus the essays in the first 
section on Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus together with the later 
essay on Demosthenes served as a sort of compendium, illustrating 
Dionysius' methods of treating the orators and containing his 
views with regard to the most important of them. 
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